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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The Office withdraws the previous rejections of the claims under 35 USC § 103(a), in 
light of the amendment. However, the Office sets forth new rejections of the claims under 35 
USC § 103(a), in light of the amendment. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but are moot in view 
of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

It is further noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the 
prior art references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be 
limiting in any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that 
it would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699 F.2d 
1331, 1332-1333, 216 USPQ 1038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d 
1006, 1009, 158 USPQ 275, 277 (CCPA 1968)). 

The Office also notes MPEP § 2144.01, that quotes In re Preda, 401 F.2d 825, 159 USPQ 
342, 344 (CCPA 1968) as stating "in considering the disclosure of a reference, it is proper to take 
into account not only specific teachings of the reference but also the inferences which one skilled 
in the art would reasonably be expected to draw therefrom." Further MPEP 2123, states that "a 
reference may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having 
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ordinary skill the art, including nonpreferred embodiments. Merck & Co. v. Biocraft 
Laboratories, 874 F.2d 804, 10 USPQ2d 1843 (Fed. Cir.), cert, denied, 493 U.S. 975 (1989). 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

3. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 7/28/08 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 42-49 and 51-58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over S. Chakravarthy et al. ("Composite Events for Active Databases: Semantics, Contexts and 
Detection", Proc. of the 20 ~ VLDB Conf , Santiago, Chile, © 1994, pp. 606-617, pp. 42-48, 
hereafter referred to as "Chakravarthy") in view of Etzion et al. (US Patent on No. 6,604,093, 
filed Dec. 27, 1999 and issued Aug. 5, 2003, hereafter referred to as "Etzion"). 
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Regarding independent claim 42: Chakravarthy teaches A method for managing 
event-condition-action rules in a database system, the method comprising the computer- 
implemented steps of: detecting a first database event as an occurrence of a first one of the 
primitive events; (See Chakravarthy page 61 1 in the 3 rd paragraph under "4 Composite Event 
Detection" discussing the detection of a "constituent event".) determining whether the first 
database event satisfies the at least one condition related to the composite event; (See 
Chakravarthy page 61 1 in the 4 th and 5 th paragraphs under "4 Composite Event Detection" 
discussing initiator-terminator pairs and the serving of parameters used to compute the composite 
event.) detecting a second database event as an occurrence of a second one of the primitive 
events; (See Chakravarthy page 61 1 in the 3 rd paragraph under "4 Composite Event Detection" 
discussing the detection of one or more "constituent events".) and determining whether the at 
least one condition is satisfied based on the persistently stored result and the second database 
event (See Chakravarthy page 615 "Parameter Computation" section discussing the collection, 
recording and passing on of parameters for interpretation by condition/action components.) 

However, Chakravarthy does not explicitly teach the remaining limitations as claimed. 
Etzion, though, discloses storing data in a database that represents a composite event 
comprised of two or more primitive events, at least one condition related to the composite 
event, and at least one action related to the composite event; (See Etzion Abstract in the context 
of Fig. 1 teaching the association of composite events, conditions and actions as situation 
management rules.) persistently storing the result of the determining in the database; (See 
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Etzion col. 1 1 line 61 - col. 12 line 5 discussing the options of skipping or saving event operator 
instances results for future use.) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Etzion for the benefit of Chakravarthy, because to do so allowed a 
designer to implement improved tools for responding to temporal relationships among events, as 
taught by Etzion in col. 2 lines 34-40. These references were all applicable to the same field of 
endeavor, i.e., composite event management. 

Regarding claim 43: Chakravarthy teaches and wherein the persistently stored result 
indicates the time the first database event was detected. (See Chakravarthy page 61 1 in the 5 th 
paragraph under "4 Composite vent Detection" discussing the recording of occurrences of each 
constituent event, in the context of page 609 in the 1 st paragraph under "3 Histories and Event 
Logs" discussing the detection of the time at which constituent events occur.) 

However, Chakravarthy does not explicitly teach the remaining limitations as claimed. 
Etzion, though, discloses determining that the at least one condition is satisfied by determining 
that the second database event was detected within a particular time after detecting the first 
database event; (See Etzion col. 8 lines 44-56 discussing the detection of a threshold condition 
and a "life span" in which the situation/conditions must take place.) 
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Regarding claim 44: Chakravarthy teaches and wherein the persistently stored result 
indicates the time the first database event was detected. (See Chakravarthy page 61 1 in the 5 th 
paragraph under "4 Composite vent Detection" discussing the recording of occurrences of each 
constituent event, in the context of page 609 in the 1 st paragraph under "3 Histories and Event 
Logs" discussing the detection of the time at which constituent events occur.) 

However, Chakravarthy does not explicitly teach the remaining limitations as claimed. 
Etzion, though, discloses determining that the at least one condition is satisfied by determining 
that the second database event was not detected within a particular time after detecting the 
first database event; (See Etzion col. 9 Table II at lines 30-37 discussing the "NOT" operator. 
Also, see col. 1 1 lines 14-17 discussing an expiration time.) 

Regarding claim 45: Chakravarthy does not explicitly teach the remaining limitations as 
claimed. Etzion, though, discloses wherein the persistently stored result indicates that the first 
database event satisfied the at least one condition. (See Etzion col. 1 1 line 60 - col. 12 line 8 
discussing the return of values for (el 1, e21) and (el3, e23).) 

Regarding claim 46: Chakravarthy teaches wherein the persistently stored result 
indicates that the first database event satisfied that at least one condition before the second 
database event satisfied another condition related to the composite event. (See Chakravarthy 
page 609 in the 1 st paragraph under "3 Histories and Event Logs" discussing the use of the times 
in which constituent events occur.) 
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Regarding claim 47: Chakravarthy does not explicitly teach the remaining limitations as 
claimed. Etzion, though, discloses deleting the persistently stored result from the database 
after a period of time indicated by the at least one condition. (See Etzion col. 1 1 lines 14-17 
discussing the use of an expiration time, it having been implied that when a lifespan ended that 
its information was no longer needed.) 

Regarding claim 48: Chakravarthy teaches determining that the at least one condition 
is satisfied by based on the persistently stored result and the second database event; (See 
Chakravarthy page 615 "Parameter Computation" section discussing the collection, recording 
and passing on of parameters for interpretation by condition/action components.) and 
performing the at least one action related to the composite event. (See Chakravarthy page 615 
in the section entitled "5.2 Support for Rules" discussing a composite event triggering rules.) 

Regarding claim 49: Chakravarthy does not explicitly teach the remaining limitations as 
claimed. Etzion, though, discloses wherein the composite event comprised of two or more 
primitive events, the at least one condition related to the composite event, and the at least one 
action related to the composite event are specified in an expression received by the database, 
the expression identifying two or more primitive event structures, a join condition on the two 
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or more primitive events, and the at least one action to perform in response to satisfying the 
join condition. (See Etzion col. 1 1 lines 35-42 discussing the use of joint conditions.) 

Claims 51-58 are substantially similar to claims 42-49, respectively, and therefore 
likewise rejected. 

6. Claims 50 and 59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over S. 
Chakravarthy et al. ("Composite Events for Active Databases: Semantics, Contexts and 
Detection", Proc. of the 2Q - VLDB Conf.. Santiago, Chile, © 1994, pp. 606-617, pp. 42-48, 
hereafter referred to as "Chakravarthy") in view of Etzion et al. (US Patent on No. 6,604,093, 
filed Dec. 27, 1999 and issued Aug. 5 2, 2003, hereafter referred to as "Etzion") and Kumar et al. 
(US Patent on No. 7,149,738, filed Dec. 16, 2002 and issued Dec. 12, 2006, hereafter referred to 
as "Kumar"). 

Regarding claim 50: Chakravarthy does not explicitly teach the remaining limitations as 
claimed. Kumar, though, discloses where the expression is specified using XML- extended 
SQL syntax. (See Kumar col. 1 1 lines 2-9 discussing the use of an XML format. See also col. 13 
lines 21-37 discussing the use of a variety of expression such as SQL. It is noted that SQL was 
an obvious variant of XML-extended SQL.) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply the teachings of Kumar for the benefit of Chakravarthy in view of Etzion, because to do 
so enabled a designer to implement a user-friendly mechanism for managing resources, as taught 
by Kumar in col. 4 lines 16-23. These references were all applicable to the same field of 
endeavor, i.e., composite event management. 



Claim 59 is substantially similar to claim 50, and therefore likewise rejected. 
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Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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